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All persons are by nature free and independent, and have certain natural and unalienable rights, among which are those of 
enjoying and defending life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, and ofpursuing and obtaining safety 
and happiness. — Article 1, Section 1, New Jersey State Constitution 


Meet the Militia Rushing to 
Cliven Bundy’s Defense 

By Christie Thompson 

Hundreds of supporters 
journeyed to Bunkerville, Nevada in 
support of rancher Cliven Bundy’s 
standoff with the federal Bureau of 
Land Management. Though federal 
agents released Bundy’s cattle, many 
have remained on the ranch to protest 
and protect the rancher’s family. 
They’ve hailed Bundy — who owes the 
federal government over $1 million in 
unpaid grazing fees — as an “American 
hero.” 

They call themselves militia 
members, oath keepers, protesters and 
patriots. Senator Harry Reid calls them 
“domestic terrorists.” 

So which is it? In the 
background of the Bundy debate over 
federal land is a battle over image: 
protesters who want to paint 
themselves as American citizens 
defending the Constitution against a 
tyrannical government, versus groups 
worried about the extremist anti¬ 
government militia members among 
them, who may be more and more 
willing to take up arms in the fight for 
“freedom.” 

The Southern Poverty Law 
Center released a report in 2009 on the 
resurgence of right-wing militia groups, 
like some of those that rushed to 
Bundy’s support. 

“The militia movement is 
back, it is here in force and they seem 
to be roving the country looking for 
opportunities like this to make 
themselves known,” said Ryan Lenz of 
the SPLC, who traveled to Bunkerville 
to cover the Bundy standoff. “As more 
people with anti-government views 
streamed into the area, the issue 
became more about federal tyranny.” 
Lenz said tension mounted until “it was 


literally just one wrong step away from 
going south.” 

The showdown drew 
supporters from many different camps, 
not just militia groups or the far-right: 
ranchers angry over federally owned 
land. Free speech advocates upset by 
the “first amendment zones” roped off 
for protesters. Avid fans of conspiracy 
theorist Alex Jones who answered his 
call to “stand up against tyranny.” Far- 
right (and fully armed) militia members 
looking for a standoff with federal law 
enforcement. And state legislators from 
across the West who saw an 
opportunity to drum up support among 
Bundy’s biggest fans. 

“My interest in it was really 
the first amendment zone and that 
something like that could even be set 
up here in America,” said Robert 
Richardson, owner of Off Grid Survival. 
“It’s not a left-right issue. It’s something 
that almost everybody should be pretty 
enraged about.” 

Professor Jack Kay of 
Eastern Michigan University has 
studied militias and the “rhetoric of 
hate” for over 30 years. He said though 
many at the protest weren’t extremists, 
the far-right fringe could radicalize a 
bigger proportion of protesters. “There 
were far more people there than 
members of the militia,” he said. “[But] 
these radical militia see this as an 
opportunity for confrontation, an 
opportunity to recruit, [and] an 
opportunity to get a lot of media 
attention. I see over the next few years 
for the number of radical militias to 
increase their enrollment.” 

Many in Bundy’s brigade 
reject the notion that they’re anti¬ 
government. “If you set up a Facebook 
page, called yourself the “Greater 
Metro Citizens Militia”, and took a 
picture of yourself in Camo, within six 


months, the SPLC will list you as an 
‘anti-government patriot group,”’ wrote 
Michael Lackomar of the Southeast 
Michigan Volunteer Militia, in an email 
to ThinkProgress. “It’s unfair to call us 
Anti Government’...We are against 
over-reaching, unconstitutional 

government.” 

Kay sees militia members 
who actually intend to use violence as 
a “very, very small minority. Most of 
them are just weekend warriors who go 
out in the woods and do some 
paramilitary activity and some 
camouflage painting.” 

Bundy’s supporters are 
adamant that they love America — they 
just don’t agree with (or in many cases, 
even recognize as legitimate) its 
government or the laws it passes. 

James Yeager is one of 
several (he won’t say how many) 
providing 24-hour security to the Bundy 
family. He drove 26 'A hours from his 
home in Camden, Tennessee. Like 
many of Bundy’s fans, Yeager objects 
to being labeled as conservative or far- 
right. “I believe there is a slow train to 
the demise of this country and there’s a 
fast train,” he said. “The slow train is 
the Republicans and the fast train is the 
Democrats. But they’re both wrong.” 

Harry Reid’s moniker of 
“domestic terrorist” is a title many have 
ironically embraced. The group 
responded with cheers when Bundy 
asked, “Are you guys domestic 
terrorists?” 

Though BLM agents 
released the cattle, many still fear a 
raid on the Bundy family’s home. “We 
are concerned that the domestic 
enemies of the Constitution that infest 
the federal government might try to 
take advantage of folks going home, 
and attempt to make a move on the 
Bundy family,” wrote Stuart Rhodes, 







founder of patriot group the Oath 
Keepers. The organization, made up of 
military and law enforcement members 
that pledge allegiance to the 
Constitution but not to the government, 
has been a leader among Bundy 
supporters. 

Kay monitored a 24-hour 
public phone line manned by Bundy’s 
militia backers and heard many 
express suspicions that the Obama 
administration had drones following 
protesters as they moved across the 
country. Fear over the National 
Security Agency spying on their 
communications was also frequently 
referenced. 

Militia experts say furor over 
issues like gun control, NSA 
surveillance and the IRS’ treatment of 
Tea Party PACs has spurred more 
interest in militias and patriot groups. 

The III Percent Patriots, 
which gets its name from the claim that 
three percent of Americans fought in 
the American Revolution, said interest 
had “dramatically increased” since the 
Bundy Ranch gained national attention. 

The group’s Colorado 
chapter used the events to recruit new 
members. “I think it is time for all of you 
to Join the Militia!” they wrote in a 
Facebook post. “Look what is 
happening at The Bundy Ranch in NV. 
That could happen here next!” On April 
15, the Arizona State Militia wrote they 
were flooded with new applications, 
receiving over 100 in 72 hours. 

“It is absolutely a 
recruitment strategy,” said Kay. “Now 
that the government stood down on this 
one I think they’re going to claim this as 
a huge victory. It really is to me the 
perfect storm for the militia to increase 
their attention and increase their 
recruitment and get ready for the next 
standoff.” 

Lenz agrees. “We’re in a 
moment of critical mass. We have so 
many anti-government groups who 
believe the federal government is 
working against them, who believe 
Obama is secretly a Muslim, a 
communist, or not even an American,” 
he said. “There are people who will 
stand up to the federal government and 
risk their lives to do so.” 

As Yeager sees it, “if the 
BLM would have fired a shot, that 
would have been the second shot 
heard round the world." 

— ThinkProgress April 24, 2014 


Interview with Rep. Helen 
Chenoweth: BLM Seizing 
Unconstitutional Power 

Congresswoman Helen 
Chenoweth [1938-2006], who 
represented Idaho's 1st District (1996- 
2000), told interviewer Michael 
Reagan: 

“BLM is taking onto 
themselves law enforcement that is 
normally saved for the State, law 
enforcement over motor vehicles. 
They've written into the regulation 
without authority from Congress, the 
ability to stop vehicles or to search 
people, to search a place or a vehicle 
without warrant or process; to be able 
to seize without warrant or process any 
piece of evidence and to test people for 
potential DUI (driving under the 
influence). They have redefined a 
parachute into a mechanized piece of 
equipment, so if you parachute into any 
of their areas you can be fined $20,000 
or more. 

“It is amazing. Our 
founders, when establishing our system 
of government wanted to make sure 
that law enforcement was closest to the 
people. You and I have talked before 
about how important it is to make sure 
that you elect the very best local county 
sheriff because he should be regarded 
as the highest law enforcement officer 
in the area because he is accountable 
to the voters. They really worried about 
a national, a federal, law enforcement. 
To federalize our law enforcement is to 
create a situation that the pilgrims were 
trying to escape. 

“We are moving quickly to 
that. The Bureau of land Management 
is taking onto themselves law 
enforcement authority that Congress 
never gave them. In the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act that was 
passed in the early 1970's it made it 
clear that Congress said that, ‘first, you 
must go to your local county sheriff for 
law enforcement activities.’” 

— www.worldviewweekend.com Posted 
8/10/10 

USDA Solicits Submachine 
Guns 

Solicitation Number: 

U S DAO I GW E A-5-7 -14 
Notice Type: Sources Sought 
May 07, 2014 2:03 pm 

The U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Office of Inspector General, 
located in Washington, DC, pursuant to 
the authority of FAR Part 13, has a 
requirement for the commercial [sic] 
acquisition of submachine guns, .40 
Cal. S&W, ambidextrous safety, semi¬ 
automatic or 2 shot burts [sic] trigger 


group, Tritium night sights for front and 
rear, rails for attachment of flashlight 
(front under fore grip) and scope (top 
rear), stock-collapsible [sic] or folding, 
magazine - 30 rd. capacity, sling, light 
weight, and oversized trigger guard for 
gloved operation. NO SOLICITATION 
DOCUMENT EXISTS. All 

responsible and/or interested sources 
may submit their company name, point 
of contact, and telephone. If received 
timely, shall be considered by the 
agency for contact to determine 
weapon suitability. 

Primary Point of Contact: 

Linda F. Josey, 

Chief, Procurement Management 
Branch 

linda.josey@oig.usda.gov 
Phone:2027208337 

— FedBizOps.gov 

Climate Professor Quits 
Biased Global Warming IPCC 

Dutch Professor Richard Tol 
has resigned from the Climate Panel of 
the UN. Professor Tol disagrees with 
the biased negative conclusions of the 
latest UN climate report. The 
consequences of climate change are 
being systematically over-estimated, 
according to him. 

"The Panel is directed from 
within the environment lobby and not 
from within the science." 

The UN IPCC 

[Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change] presented its fifth climate 
report in Yokohama at the end of last 
month. The IPCC says if there are no 
changes in world-wide climate policies 
then the chance of calling a halt to 
further warming of the earth will be lost, 
says the report's most important 
conclusion and warning. 

But, according to Professor of 
Climate Economy Tol, the tone of the 
report is grossly "alarming and 
apocalyptic". The consequences of 
climate change are being over¬ 
estimated. "This over-estimation is 
encouraged by the self-selection of 
authors and references within the 
Panel" Tol told the Belgian newspaper 
De Morgen. — www.principia- 
scientific.org April 9, 2014 

Bloomberg: Gun Control Will 
Help Get Him into Heaven 

The former mayor of New 
York City, megabillionaire Michael 
Bloomberg, recently announced to the 
New York Times that he will spend 
some $50 million dollars to confront the 
National Rifle Association and advance 
background-check legislation for gun 




2014 


buyers. I’m a strong supporter of gun 
control, so hooray, I guess. 

When the paper asked 
Bloomberg how much he planned to 
spend on the matter he tossed the $50 
million figure out as if he were a tip he 
left on a restaurant check. 

..."I put $50 million this year, 
last year into coal, $53 million into 
oceans,” he said with a shrug, 
describing his clean energy and 
sustainable fishing initiatives. 

The reader naturally wonders 
what motivates a man who has 
dumped so many millions over the 
years with so little concern about 
results. 

It seems he has been moved 
to contemplate mortality, and his 
political deeds—including, I suppose, 
his push for school “reform” and his 
wars on soda pop and cigarettes. 

“I am telling you if there is a 
God, when I get to heaven I’m not 
stopping to be interviewed. I am 
heading straight in. I have earned my 
place in heaven. It’s not even close.” 

If God exists, Bloomberg 
naturally wants to be prepared, and so 
he has put his money on the most 
glaringly virtuous politics available. He 
will advertise his goodness by 
overwhelming force of political 
spending. He will be sure he gets 
premier status with this airline. And 
when the time comes he will flash his 
platinum card at the attendant with “St. 
Peter” on his nametag, and he will 
proceed directly to enjoy the rewards of 
a lifetime collecting righteous miles. 

-- Thomas Frank, Salon, 21 April 14 

Investigators trap suspects in 
lies and then use threat of 
prosecution to extract 
evidence, convictions 

By Paul Mogin 

In 1998, Justice Ruth Bader 
Ginsburg warned that the federal false- 
statement statute (18 U.S.C. 1001) 
gives prosecutors power to manufacture 
crimes. Agents having trouble making a 
case against a suspect can ask a 
question to which they already know the 
answer; if the suspect responds falsely, 
the agents can use his answer as 
leverage to gain cooperation or as a 
substitute for the offense the agents 
could not prove. Because no oath is 
required and interviews typically occur 
under informal circumstances, 
investigators can lay a trap and often a 
suspect will walk right into it. 

The key portions of § 1001 


were enacted during the New Deal, to 
allow prosecution of false statements 
concerning the wages paid to persons 
working on public works projects or oil 
shipped in excess of state quotas. The 
statute would soon be used against 
alleged subversives as well. One such 
prosecution led to a key ruling in 1948 
by the D.C. Circuit that the law applies 
to oral and not just written statements. 
The Supreme Court a few years later 
embraced the D.C. Circuit's view. 
Eventually, § 1001 became one of the 
federal statutes that prosecutors most 
frequently charge or threaten to charge. 
They sometimes bring false-statement 
charges when no other crimes can be 
proven, but they also often add such 
charges to substantive charges, to 
maximize the chance of a compromise 
verdict of guilty on at least one count. 

Beginning in the 1950s, courts 
sought to limit application of § 1001 in 
cases involving oral statements made in 
criminal and other investigations. Many 
judges concluded that it made no sense 
to impose liability under a statute 
permitting a sentence as long as the 
sentence for perjury, without an oath or 
any of the other safeguards in perjury 
prosecutions, when a citizen answers a 
question falsely rather than incriminate 
himself. 

In Bryan v. United States 
(1998), when a defendant was charged 
with "willfully" dealing in firearms without 
a federal license, the Supreme Court 
said that, in general, a willfulness 
element of a criminal statute requires 
proof the defendant knew his conduct 
was unlawful. 

It has taken a long time for 
Bryan to have much effect in false- 
statement prosecutions, but now that 
the Justice Department has concluded 
that the Bryan presumption indicates the 
proper construction of "willfully" in § 
1001, courts presumably will re-examine 
their interpretations. Agents may seek to 
neutralize the effect of requiring 
knowledge of unlawfulness by asking 
the person they are interviewing to sign 
a form stating that he understands it is 
illegal to knowingly provide false 
information. 

Still, the department deserves 
credit for taking a step to limit the 
statute. The department or Congress 
should also bar false-statement charges 
when there is no contemporaneous, 
verbatim and reliable record of what the 
defendant said, what he was asked and 
what he was told about any form that he 
signed. 

-- The National Law Journal, April 21, 


Ed.: The moral of the story? 
Don’t talk to Feds. 

Perdue research shows 
benefit to having guns in 
schools 

WEST LAFAYETTE, Ind. 
(WISH) - There are dozens of 
presenters at the NRA Convention in 
Indianapolis this weekend. 

Among those presenting, is the 
director of Purdue University’s 
Homeland Security Institute, Eric Dietz. 
By using a special threat assessment 
computer program, created by 
researchers at Purdue, they’ve come up 
with a way to look at the issue of guns in 
schools scientifically. 

“We want to educate the policy 
makers and the parents and citizens 
around the schools to try to make the 
best decision possible and make the 
best use of our limited tax dollars to 
secure us in the most advantageous 
way,” said Dietz. 

Dietz says according to the 
research, there are benefits to having 
guns in schools. 

“At least in the case of the 
active shooter, our data shows it could 
be a lot safer with a few guns around 
that are there to help the police in a very 
constructive and measured way,” said 
Dietz. 

According to the research 
having a school resource officer 
improved response time by 80 percent, 
as opposed to just waiting for police. 
They also found that casualties would 
be cut by 2/3 if a school resource officer 
had a gun in school during an active 
shooter situation. 

Purdue hopes this research will 
be used to inform the debate around 
policies concerning guns in schools. 

“This is definitely an emotional 
event,” said Dietz. “As soon as we say 
guns and schools together it’s a very 
difficult discussion and what we’re trying 
to do, or what we’re trying to offer, is an 
ability to have a little more constructive 
conversation about understanding the 
threats and the benefits of putting the 
two together.” 

Purdue says they still need to 
spend more time studying white space, 
or the time when there’s not an active 
shooter, to see the risks of having guns 
in schools during those times. 

- wishtv.com/2014/04/25 


In the beginning of change the patriot is a scarce man, brave, hated and scorned. When his cause succeeds, however, the 
timid join him, for then it costs nothing to be a patriot. - Mark Twain 
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Fast and Forgetful: Dozens of 
ATF guns reportedly lost, 
stolen 

ATF agents are losing track 
of their government-issued firearms, 
according to a new report showing that 
officers left their guns on top of cars, in 
bathrooms and in automobile glove 
compartments. 

The incidents were 
catalogued Wednesday by the 
Milwaukee Journal Sentinel which 
reported that ATF agents had their 
guns lost or stolen at least 45 times 
between 2009 and 2013. 

But the ATF sharply 
disputed the report, with a 
spokeswoman telling FoxNews.com 
that many of the lost weapons were 
later recovered. 

Spokeswoman Ginger 
Colbrun noted that with nearly 2,400 
agents on the force, the percentage of 
lost or stolen firearms was less than 1 
percent. 

"ATF has a stringent 
firearms and weapons policy for 
properly securing and storing firearms 
for which its almost 2,400 agents must 
adhere," she said. 

Though most of the lost 
weapons were handguns, the 
newspaper reported that at least two 
were assault rifles. 

According to the report, the 
ATF has a bigger problem with lost or 
stolen weapons than other federal law 
enforcement agencies. The newspaper 
previously reported on a questionable 
operation in Milwaukee during which an 
ATF machine gun was stolen from an 
agent's truck in 2012. All these 
incidents are separate from the 
discontinued Operation Fast and 
Furious, which allowed hundreds of 
guns to be sold and carried into Mexico 
as part of an anti-trafficking sting. 

The Journal Sentinel 
reported that ATF has reduced the 
minimum punishment for the first-time 
loss of weapons from three days of 
unpaid suspension to one day — 
supposedly to encourage agents to 
quickly report such losses. 

— foxnews.com February 26, 2014 

We Ain’t Brits 

By Larry Becraft, Critic of the lunatic 
ravings of “Judge Dale" 

This last week, I received an e- 
book, The Matrix, alleged authored by a 
retired “Judge Dale". As is very common 
in this movement, “research” consisting 
of a collection of rumors and hearsay is 
presented as factual, yet virtually all of it 
is erroneous. And the naive believe 


these arguments. I intend to expose 
these gross errors. 

Attached, please find a page 
from this collection of falsities that 
concerns the 1783 Treaty of Peace 
which formally ended the Revolutionary 
War. The book claims to interpret 
provisions of that treaty. To prove the 
error of the claim made in Matrix 
regarding this treaty, I attach a copy of 
it; mere perusal clearly shows the claim 
to be a lie. I also provide further 
explanations of that treaty and its legal 
consequence here: 

http://home.hiwaay.net/~becraft/WeAint 
Brits.htm 

For more than the last 2 
centuries, Congress has enacted federal 
criminal laws. On March 4, 1909, 
Congress adopted an act to codify these 
federal criminal laws into one act. See 
35 Stat. 1088, ch 321. Contrary to 
popular myths about codifications, it 
does make tremendous sense for a 
legislature to group laws regarding one 
topic all in one act of that legislature, 
rather than thru 10 or 20 different acts 
scattered all over the place. 

In 1926, Congress enacted a 
law to create the 50 titles of the U.S. 
Code. 

These titles were arranged 
alphabetically, and federal crimes were 
placed in title 18, USC. But, this act 
creating the US Code simply codified 
the federal laws of a general nature, and 
the objective was to eventually over time 
improve the titles. 

In 1948, Congress enacted title 
18 into law. See 62 Stat. 683, ch. 645, 
the first page of which appears in the 
document attached to this note. A plain 
reading of the first paragraph of this act 
of Congress shows that Congress was 
enacting title 18 into positive law: that is 
exactly what is stated!! 

Flowever, under the 
assumption that he can make 
unfounded claims that readers will not 
investigate, “Judge Dale” claims that 18 
USC was not enacted into law. Is this 
not just another blatant lie made for 
deceptive purposes? 

My conclusion regarding 
people who think we are still Brits, or 
believe that the Vatican owns 
everything, is that they either ignore 
important facts or "cherry-pick" facts 
just to reach a baseless conclusion. 

The 1783 Treaty of Peace 
contains plain terms that the British 
King was surrendering any claims that 
he had to the new United States: "His 
Britannic Majesty acknowledges the 
said United States, viz. New- 
Hampshire, Massachusetts-Bay, 

Rhode-lsland and Providence 
Plantations, Connecticut, New-York, 


New-Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, 
Maryland, Virginia, North-Carolina, 
South-Carolina, and Georgia, to be 
free, sovereign and independent 
States; that he treats with them as 
such; and for himself, his heirs and 
successors, relinquishes all claims to 
the government, propriety and territorial 
rights of the same, and every part 
thereof." 

While I disagree that the 
King was an agent of the Pope or 
Vatican, if he really was, then this 
Treaty likewise surrendered the 
Vatican's claims to the United States. If 
the King was the Vatican's agent, he 
also surrendered the Vatican's claims 
as its agent. 

But then again, both 
American courts and English courts 
have acknowledged that the Revolution 
divested the King of his interests in this 
country, and I explain some of these 
cases below. How can you ignore 
these cases? 

Furthermore, property of the 
Catholic Church or Vatican can be 
subjected to adverse possession. My 
home has NEVER been possessed by 
the King of England, the Catholic 
Church or Vatican, nor do any of them 
have the slightest claim thereto arising 
from some real property instrument. If 
they ever had, I have adversely 
possessed against them. The same 
applies for all the other property in this 
country for which the King of England, 
the Catholic Church or Vatican do not 
have any such instruments. The only 
property these parties actually and 
legally own here is that which is 
described in deeds they possess and 
have recorded in the real property 
records. 

As a Southern Baptist, I am 
aware of various writing of the Catholic 
Church and Vatican where claims are 
made that they own most if not all of 
the world. That is propaganda and 
wishful thinking, and these claims lack 
legal support. 

Below, please find some 
materials posted on my website that 
addresses this issue. 

http://home.hiwaay.net/~becraft/WeAint 
Brits.htm 

-- becraft@hiwaay.net emails dated 
May 5, May 7 and May 12, 2014 

Lowell (Larry) Becraft, Jr., is 
a constitutional attorney based in 
Huntsville, Alabama. 

Supreme Court: Snub to 
Concealed Guns 

The U.S. Supreme Court said 
on Monday morning it will not consider 
the case of Drake v. Jerejian that would 




define rights related to concealed gun 
permits in New Jersey and potentially 
across the country. 

The petitioners, led by attorney 

Alan Gura, wanted answers to two 

questions: whether the Second 

Amendment secures a right to carry 

handguns outside of the home for self- 
defense and if N.J. officials violated that 
right by requiring people to prove a 
“justifiable need” for carrying a handgun 
for self-defense outside their homes. 

Gura argued that four federal 
district courts, along with several state 
supreme courts, have ruled that the 
Second Amendment extends the right to 
carry handguns to outside of the home 
for self-defense, while several other 
federal courts have disagreed. 

The Third Circuit was among 
the courts that decided self-defense 
rights were restricted to inside the 
home, and it upheld N.J.’s “justifiable 
need” law. 

Gura said the state’s handgun 
laws are so restrictive that “few ordinary 
people can hope to obtain” a permit. 

In response, the state has 
argued that a federal district court and 
the Third Circuit stated that “[i]t remains 
unsettled whether the individual right to 
bear arms for the purpose of self- 
defense extends beyond the home.” The 
state also argued that the Supreme 
Court’s 2008 decision in District of 
Columbia v. Heller allowed New Jersey 
to have restrictive gun permitting laws 
under language from the Court’s 
decision about licensing provisions. 

Since the Supreme Court 
issued its ruling in McDonald v. City of 
Chicago in 2010, it hasn’t accepted new 
cases about the rights of gun owners. 
The McDonald case extended the 
decision in the 2008 Heller decisions to 
the states. 

— readersupportednew.org 04 May 14 

On Edward Snowden: 
Whistleblowing as the Highest 
Form of Civic and Political 
Engagement 

By Fred Guerin 

Thoughtful authentic dissent is 
the most potent form of engaged 
political participation any society that 
calls itself "free" can embody. When 
dissent is suppressed, criminalized or 
considered an act of ", sedition ," 
conformity, docility, servitude and 
totalitarian rule will not be far behind. 

Dissent can be realized in 
many different ways - as religious, moral 
or political protest; through socio¬ 
political movements, civil disobedience 
or whistleblowing. In all of these cases, 
to dissent is to break free from or reject 


the doctrine or the authority of a ruling 
class or orthodox hegemonic 
perspective. In particular, dissent as 
whistleblowing is a crucial democratic 
check on corporate or governmental 
misconduct that takes the form of 
exposing dishonesty, illegal or unethical 
practices or activities. When the 
whistleblower is no longer protected 
under law, when he or she is subjected 
to criminal prosecution in retaliation for 
speaking out about wrongdoing, we are 
left with the hollowed-out shell of what 
was once the promise of a democratic 
state. 

Witness Edward Snowden. 
Snowden is one of the most important 
dissenting voices since Daniel Ellsberg. 
But, unlike Ellsberg, who also faced 
charges under the Espionage Act of 
1917, it is very unlikely that the charges 
against Snowden will ever be dropped 
as a result of "gross governmental 
misconduct or illegal evidence 
gathering." Why? Well, simply because 
eavesdropping and government 
misconduct are now so ubiquitous and 
routine, they no longer "offend our 
sense of justice" in the way they did 
during the attempted prosecution of 
Ellsberg. 

There are many who claim that 
Snowden should have exercised dissent 
within legal government or corporate 
approved channels, before 

transgressing the law or his "oath" of 
corporate and/or state allegiance. 
However, governments and 

corporations relinquish whatever moral, 
political or legal authority they might 
have when they determine that citizens 
no longer have any right to privacy or 
informed consent regarding what 
freedoms they are prepared to sacrifice 
for the sake of "state security." The 
paradox of democracy is that one 
sometimes has to risk personal freedom 
in order to be free. This is what 
Mahatma Ghandi, Andrei Sakharov, 
Vaclav Havel, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, 
Martin Luther King Jr., and a host of 
exemplary others have shown us. It is 
also the risk Edward Snowden took 
upon himself. 

Snowden knew what he was 
risking at a personal level. But the fact 
that he resolved no longer to serve a 
regime of deception and unfreedom so 
that American citizens might continue to 
make free and informed choices, is not 
merely an act of dissent; it is an act of 
dissent that is at the same time the 
realization of the most essential and 
revolutionary form of thoughtful political 
engagement - and yes, patriotism - that 
any citizen can ever realize. It is the sort 
of act that the framers of the American 
Constitution would uphold and deem 


highly praiseworthy. For Snowden and 
for Madison, Jefferson, Thomas Paine 
and a great many others, we can only 
preserve and defend what a constitution 
promises when we are able to dissent, 
resist and expose those who - through 
fraud, deception and subterfuge - 
attempt to destroy the freedoms we fight 
and incessantly struggle to make 
possible. 

If there is anything we 
Canadians admire, if there is anything 
that makes the United States 
"exceptional" in the eyes of the world, it 
is its history of individual courageous 
dissent and sacrifice of personal 
freedom for the sake of freedom and 
well-being of others. In this sense, it is 
hard not to see the spirit of dissent that 
animates the whistleblower Edward 
Snowden as the attempt to retrieve and 
breathe new life into an all but forgotten 
democratic tradition. Yet the sorrowful 
and tragic irony is that he has been 
deprived of citizenship as a 
consequence of actions that placed the 
highest value on civic engagement and 
thoughtful deliberation about what it 
means to be a citizen in a purportedly 
free country. 

If the United States is to 
retrieve and honor this civic good, if it is 
to uphold the value of dissent as 
whistleblowing, then it must not only 
legally protect all forms of 
whistleblowing, it must immediately 
reactivate Snowden's citizenship and 
allow him to return home without fear of 
criminal reprisal or sanction. 

— TruthOut Op-Ed 04 May 2014 

Wisconsin Passes First State 
Law Requiring Independent 
Investigations of Police- 
Custody Deaths 

By Candice Bernd 

When police kill, should they 
be the ones responsible for investigating 
and judging themselves? This is the 
question Michael Bell has been asking 
officials in Wisconsin ever since his 21- 
year-old son was fatally shot in front of 
the son's mother and sister in 2004. 

And it was largely Bell's 
activism - a publicity campaign involving 
billboards, newspapers ads and his 
website - that led to the recent passage 
of a historic law that will overhaul police 
review policies. It is the first law of its 
kind in the nation. 

The legislation, which Gov. 
Scott Walker recently signed into 
law, requires that deaths in police 
custody be investigated by an outside 
agency, using independently gathered 
evidence. 




Though his efforts have now 
been successful in Wisconsin, Bell says 
that for a long time, he was vilified for 
questioning police officials. 

"I have a blond-haired, blue¬ 
eyed boy who was shot in the head 
while his hands were behind his back in 
handcuffs, being held down by another 
officer and there are five eyewitnesses, 
and I am a retired Air Force colonel ... 
and I [was] ignored and vilified. What 
must it be like for people aren't in that 
privileged class?" Bell asked 

Fifty-three people have died in 
police custody in Wisconsin between 
2003 and 2009, and state police 
departments reported officers killed 41 
people between June 2008 and April 
2013, according to the Associated 
Press. All the reported killings were 
determined to be "justifiable." "We 
researched the state of Wisconsin and 
we could not find an 'unjustified' ruling of 
a police-involved shooting in 129 years 
since the police and fire departments 
were first formed in 1885, and we knew 
that was an impossible record of 
perfection. Either the police officers 
were perfect, or there was something 
wrong with the system," Bell said. 

Several smaller police 
departments across the country already 
have an independent process for 
reviewing police-involved shootings and 
deaths, but many larger departments, 
both in Wisconsin and nationally, have 
older review practices and often handle 
their own investigations. The new 
Wisconsin law is 

groundbreaking because it is the first 
statewide mandate of this external 
investigation process. 

The new law is a significant 
victory for accountability advocates. If 
other states follow Wisconsin's lead, it 
could codify this external oversight 
process within other police departments 
around the country. 

But some police unions are 
already objecting to the new law, saying 
police departments are "uniquely suited 
to investigate incidents." It's the unions 
that could be the biggest obstacle to the 
new mandate spreading to other states. 

- Truthout Report 03 May 2014 


The Federalist Impeachment 
Party 

By Charles Toobin 

To many liberals, the Federalist 
Society is like a cabal out of “The Da 
Vinci Code.” In truth, the group’s 
meetings are open, video recordings of 
them are posted on the Web, and the 
Federalists invariably invite progressives 
to participate in their panels. As a result, 
Federalist conferences feature high- 
level intellectual combat of a kind rarely 
seen in the sound-bite-driven capital. 

At the Federalist meeting last 
week Tom Cotton, an Arkansas 
congressman, inveighed against the 
“anti-constitutional excesses” of Barack 
Obama, whom he characterized as 
“opposed to and hostile to the 
Constitution.” 

Cotton laid out a bill of 
particulars against Obama: 

• Obama’s abuse of recess 
appointments. (All recent Presidents 
have made recess appointments, and 
the limit of Obama’s recess power is 
before the Supreme Court, in the Noel 
Canning case.) 

• Obama’s failure to defend the 
constitutionality of the Defense of 
Marriage Act in court. (Last year, in the 
case of U.S. v. Windsor, the Supreme 
Court declared the law unconstitutional.) 

• Obama’s failure to deport immigrants 
“who claim to have been minors” when 
they were brought into the U.S. (Obama 
took this action in response to 
Congress’s failure to pass the DREAM 
Act.) 

Many complaints related to his 
signature accomplishment, Obamacare. 
Many speakers complained (accurately) 
that the Administration had repeatedly 
delayed implementation of the 
Affordable Care Act and deferred 
deadlines on the law. The supposed 
targeting of conservative groups by the 
IRS, as well as the alleged regulatory 
excesses of the Consumer Financial 
Protection Board, were also frequently 
invoked. 

These are legitimate issues, 
but what was so striking about the 
Federalist event was its legally 
accusatory nature. These were not 


policy differences but violations of law— 
or, as several speakers put it, high 
crimes and misdemeanors. 

The most prominent speaker to 
make this case was Charles Cooper, 
best known for defending Proposition 8, 
California’s anti-same-sex-marriage 
legislation. “Our system of checks and 
balances has been no match for 
President Obama,” he said. “He has 
violated his oath of office 
comprehensively. He has done what the 
Constitution forbids him to do, and he 
has not done that which the Constitution 
requires him to do....The threshold 
question is whether President Obama’s 
serial violations of separations of 
powers satisfies the constitutional 
standard for impeachment. Has he 
committed ... ‘high crimes and 
misdemeanors’? I believe there is little 
doubt that he has.” 

None of this means that there’s 
any reasonable chance of President 
Obama’s being impeached. Still, the 
impeachment talk presents yet another 
illustration of the conservative 
movement’s radicalization. Once, it was 
only Tea Party zealots (and birther 
lunatics) who talked about Obama’s 
illegitimacy. Now it’s the grownups in the 
Federalist Society. 

-www.newyorker.com May 13, 2014 

ICE Document Details 36,000 
Criminal Alien Releases in 
2013 

In 2013, ICE freed 36,007 convicted 
criminal aliens from detention who were 
awaiting the outcome of deportation 
proceedings, according to a document 
obtained by the Center for Immigration 
Studies. This group included aliens 
convicted of hundreds of violent and 
serious crimes, including homicide, 
sexual assault, kidnapping, and 
aggravated assault. 

— www.cis.org May 2014 

Islam and women 

". . . As to those women on 
whose part you fear disloyalty and ill- 
conduct, admonish them, refuse to 
share their beds and beat them.” -- 
Quran, verse 4:34 
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